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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

Claims 1-63 are objected to because of tine following informalities: A preliminary 
amendment was received from the applicant on 3/22/2006, however it seems that the 
part of the claim 1 was separated from the claim sheet into the applicant's preliminary 
amendment sheet. Applicant is respectfully requested to put all the claims in claim sheet 
and separating it from the preliminary amendment or remarks sheet in response to this 
office action. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 . Claim 53 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. Claim 53 partially recites "pre-programmed criterion is 
number gaming machines in play, is very unclear to the examiner what exactly 
applicant meant by the above claim recitation. A further clarification is needed in the 
claim language for the better prosecution on the merit of this application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or deschbed as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-9, 13-63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schneider et a! (2003/0078101). 

Regarding claims 1, 13, 18 Schneider teaches a network game system having 

following limitations: 

A gaming system comprising a gaming server, a plurality of gaming machines, and a 
communications system connecting each of the plurality of gaming machines to the 
gaming server (para 0016), 

the gaming machines each having a display a player interface, and a game controller 
arranged to control images displayed on the respective display, the gaming system 
operable to track play of games played by a plurality of players on the gaming machines 
and the game controller being arranged to play a game initiated by the a player at a said 
gaming machine (FIG 2 and para 0017), 

the game being one of a plurality of games available on the gaming machine and 
selectable by the player and the game having a game result which, if it is a winning 
result, will cause the game controller to award a prize to the player, wherein each said 
gaming machine includes a game selector, which displays a selection of games 
available on that gaming machine for the player to play (para 0056), 
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the selection being determined dependent on tlie player's past history of playing games 
and a history of games played by other players (para 0038 and 0056). However 
Schneider is silent on disclosing the game selection is based on the history of games 
played by others, multiple games screen option on a game machine is well known in the 
art and as Schneider disclosure these games can be selected by the players previous 
playing history and preferences, it should be noted that Schneider is trying to solve the 
same problem what applicant's claiming to solve, which is offer players games 
according to their preferences based on previous record and history of the game play, 
therefore it would have been obvious to ordinary skilled artisan at the time of invention 
to use other people's game playing history as a determination factor for player selection 
of the games as the game is designed to meet the player's need. 

Regarding claims 2-3, 14, 19, Schneider discloses the central database records 
players game playing history of every game played along with other possible interaction 
with the game playing machines are recorded on the database (para 0027, 0032). 

Regarding claims 4-5, 15, 20, As cited and rationale provided by the examiner on 

claim 1, all the patrons game play history is recorded in a central database and can be 
identified by patron's identification, therefore as disclosed on para 0027 and 0032, every 
games played in the machine or in the system are captured or recorded to provide the 
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players are with particular types of games they like to play or simply provide the players 
with popular games played by others. 

Regarding claims 6-7, 21-22, Schneider disclosed the games are tailored or provided 
upon collecting player's game history data by a recommendation engine in the system 
(para 0038), further examiner believes a recommendation engine being on the gaming 
machine itself or within the gaming network is an obvious design choice and this feature 
is not patentably distinct from one another. 

Regarding claims 8-9, Schneider discloses recommendation engine connected in a 
network that collects data from every player plying habits along with others statistical 
information (para 0038-0042), based on these information players are provided with the 
customized games or tailored games to suit their needs 

3. Claims 10-12, 16-17, 23-25, 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Schneider et al (US 2003/0078101), in view of Paulsen (US 
2002/0142846). 

Regarding claims 10-12, 16-17, 23-25, 26, 33-35, 42, As disclosed by Schneider on 
the above claims that various player's information is captured or recorded to tailor the 
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games accordingly when players are identified, though it can be conclude from 
Schneider's disclosure that the popular games are recommended based on the players 
historical data, however examiner believes to establish the obviousness showing to the 
applicant, applicant is entitled to receive an evidence for the obviousness allegation, 
therefore examiner draws applicant attention to the Paulsen (para 001 1-0017), wherein 
Paulsen discloses various aspects of the invention including customizing games and 
providing popular or preferred games to the players based on the previously collected 
players data and selections of the games among various groups of games, therefore it 
would have been obvious to ordinary skilled artisan at the time of invention to use 
Schneider's players historical data information to provide players with the popular 
games that are played by many players as an additional option to the other selectable 
games. 

Regarding claim 27, Schneider discloses the central database records players game 
playing history of every game played along with other possible interaction with the game 
playing machines are recorded on the database (para 0027, 0032). 

Regarding claim 28, As cited and rationale provided by the examiner on claim 1 , all the 
patrons game play history is recorded in a central database and can be identified by 
patron's identification, therefore as disclosed on para 0027 and 0032, every games 
played in the machine or in the system are captured or recorded to provide the players 
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are with particular types of games they like to play or simply provide the players with 
popular games played by others. 

Regarding claims 29-32, Schneider discloses recommendation engine connected in a 
network that collects data from every player plying habits along with others statistical 
information (para 0038-0042), based on these information players are provided with the 
customized games or tailored games to suit their needs. 

Regarding claim 36, As disclosed on claim 1 that the various selection of the games to 
be selected on a game machine is well known in the art, however Paulsen disclosed 
various types of games and categories are provided to the players based on their 
playing history and selectable by the players (para 001 1-0017), a further rationale is 
provided in claims 10-12 above. 

Regarding claims 37-38, Paulsen further discloses games are split into number of 
categories and preferably can be selected by the players such as poker, video slots, 
game version, game color schemes and pay tables (para 0013). 
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Regarding claims 39-41, Paulsen also discloses various games can be selected from 
different categories by the players using various selection methods such as button 
panel or touch screen buttons (para 0014), a game that is categorized to be with more 
than one groups of game is simply a design choice of the game menu, for example a 
bingo and a slot games often times can be categorized as class II games which falls 
within either slot or bingo games. 

Regarding claim 43, Paulsen teaches various categories of games are offered to the 
players according to their game playing history (para 0013-0014), it is understood from 
the disclosure that the games are offered on the menu would be extends to the further 
menu selection page if it is not adequate display space on the display screen. 

Regarding claims 44-49, As disclosed above both Schneider and Paulsen discloses 

providing players with the selections of games according to their game playing history or 
another word customizing games , theme of the game or even category of the games in 
accordance with the game play history collected by the system database previously 
identified the player tracker unit, therefore it is needless to say that a filter is provided 
within the system to filter out the un-popular games to display to the player game 
selection option, further it is within the knowledge of ordinary skilled artisan to modify 
the program logic within the selection menu to extend or shorten the game selection 
menu and also categorize the games as played by the players previously. 
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Regarding claims 50-53, Schneider teaclies games are selected dynamically or by 
default upon players identification and according to the player history data (para 0056), 
which is considered to be a pre-programmed criterion, additional criterions are simply 
an alternatives to Schneider's and Paulsen's disclosure. 

Regarding claim 54, Schneider discloses plurality of games can be accessed from the 
various machines (para 0013). 

Regarding claims 55-57, Schneider discloses win/loss recording factor as a part of the 
game history capturing can play a role in customizing or tailoring the game for the 
preferred users (para 0045), which can be considered as ranking of the player and 
presenting the game options accordingly, further Schneider discloses certain 
demographics such as players age as a determination factor (para 0046). 

Regarding claim 58, In addition to the teachings of claim 1, a recommendation engine 
is addressed by the examiner on claim 8-9 and 10-12 above. 
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Regarding claims 59-61, Schneider and Paulsen both teaches the games are tailored 
or customized according to the players game playing history of certain characteristic as 
disclosed above, applicant's claim of gaming machine to compute a value indicative of 
the likelihood of that player most likely would play the game is simply a logical 
expression of providing players with the games that previously played by the players or 
preferred by the players. 

Regarding claim 62, In addition to the teachings of claim 1 , examiner has provided 
rationale above on claim 10-12 to establish the obviousness of the popular games to be 
provided to the players as a recommendation. 

Regarding claim 63, In addition to the teachings of claim 1 , Schneider teaches the 
ranking of the player as a factor of providing players with the popular choices as 
disclosed on claims 55-57 above. 

Applicant is respectfully advised to review the entire prior art of record very closely as 
they are very closely related to make the patentable distinctions. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tine 
examiner should be directed to MASUD AHMED whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1315. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri 10:00am-7:00pm, Alt Fri, 
EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on 571 272 4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/John M Hotaling 11/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
/M. A./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3714 



